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In the years since World War I, aviation has
emerged as the Navy's primary element. It is the area
in which we are farthest ahead of the Soviet Navy,
and it represents our only effective means of respond-
ing at great distance and quickly to new long-range
missile threars. Naval aviation is vital to protecting
our convoys and military forces at sea; vital to deny-
ing an enemy free use of the sea; and vital to project-
ing power by means of amphibious assault and air
strikes.

Because this is the case, all segments of the Navy
bear great responsibility to prepare naval aviation
soundly for the future. To do that well, there must
exist a strategic concept, an objective, an understand-
ing of what aviation must be prepared to do in the
next two decades for the Navy to fulfill its role in
national security. In what circumstances will the role
of naval aviation be sea control? In what circum-
stances will it be power -projection? Will the same
aviation Navy be able to fulfill the needs of both
functions?

I start with the fundamental premise that sea con-
trol is the primary role for naval aviation. Twice in
this century, in World Wars I and II, the vital secu-
rity of the United States was challenged by the po-
tential loss of Europe to hostile forces. Our ability to
maintain control of the North Aclantic sea-lanes
against a formidable and determined German U-boat
threat permitted us to resupply our European Allies
and to move our own forces and supplies to the battle
zones. The Allied victory in the Battle of the Atlan-
tic was decisive in our ability to turn back the tide of
aggression on the continent of Europe. Today, aside
from the strategic role of our nuclear-powered ballis-
tic missile submarines, keeping sea-lanes open re-
mains the single most imporeant reason for having a
navy. The most important sea-lanes remain those of
the Atlantic.

We tend not to think about the control of sea-
lanes very much anymore, and some even denigrate
its importance. We talk today of the unlikelihood of
a third prolonged, conventional war in Europe, hence
of ever having to wrest control of the Atlantic again.
But that is far from an original insight. The short-
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war thesis was the conventional wisdom in 1914 and
again in 1939. It was wrong both.times. Another
war in Europe may well be over in less than 30 days.
If so, control of the Atlantic will be irrelevant. Bur,
if war comes to Europe and if our short-war predic-

tion is not correct, both sides wi'l immediately focus °

.their entire efforc on the North Atlantic umbilical. It

would be very unwise to build the U. S. Navy on the
assumption that we can predict whether a war will be

long or short. That choice may very well not be ours

to make. If chat estimate should prove wrong, and if

the Navy were not ready to maintain a sustained sea .

conrrol effore, che country’s basic security would be
at risk. All Chiefs of Naval Operations, all Secretar-
ies of Defense know in cheir inner recesses that being

-able to meet, the threat to our use of the sea is the

core reason for having a navy. And if war comes,
they will not be likely to divert the Navy to any
other task until this key issue is resolved.

t, despite the importance of sea control, since

World War II the only combarant use of the U. S. 1
Navy has been in power projection in the Thxrd‘
World. Unfortunately, this tends to hypnotize us .
and for years has caused us to try to fiv our nnval!
power projection capabilities into our military strat- 3
egy for war in Europe. It will not work. The contri- -
bution of power projection by the Navy to a major
war in Europe can be only marginal. It is marginal
first because of sheer numbers. The number of air-
crafe which we can bring to bear from the sea is in-
significant in comparison with available land-based
tactical aircraft. It is marginal secondly because for
mutual defense it would require three or four carriers
in any high-risk area where we would have to go to
check power on the continent. No Chief of Naval
Operations or Secretary of Defense would risk one
half to two thirds of the Atlantic Fleet carrier force
for a peripheral force augmentation of this kind.
Many people do not agree that carriers are essential
to winning the battle for sea control. Too often sea !
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and submarines. But they cannot do it alone. When!
the sea control threat is broken down, its most,
dangerous component is long-range missiles launched |
from aircrafc, ships, or submarines, pechaps 50 to
100 miles from our force. To counter these, sea-
based aircraft are absolutely essential. To detect an
incoming aircraft or even a surface ship closing the
force, radar antennas or other sensors need to be high
in the sky. Even the detection of nuclear submarines
requires a radar platform aloft. ‘
One of the most important advantages we have in
the contest for sea control is that the enemy must

1

_ clearly identify his target. The enemy aircraft, ship,

or submarine must close our force enough and use
enough of his sensors to ensure that he knows what
he is targeting. This gives us a detection opportunity
as well as the opportunity to have some hope of react-
ing quickly enough with aircraft to counter that
threat. This takes neither large numbers of aircraft
carriers nor large quantities of weapons. But it does
require a sea-based avaiation capability to lift sensors
aloft and to be able to respond quickly at long dis-
tances. Therefore, we must rely on carrier aircraft to
accomplish this sea control task for many years to
come.

Assuming, then, that our carrier fleet has a pri-
mary mission of sea control, what kind of carriers do

we want? The answer s “lots.” They will have to be ‘
in lots of places. They will have to be able to suffer

attrition, because that is the basic nature of sea con-
trol warfare. But I will come back to the question of
what kind of carriers in a moment.

The Navy cannot be buile solely to satisfy the re-
quirements of sea control even if it is the highest
priority mission. Although power projection may be
of lesser ultimate consequence than sea control, we
may be called upon more frequently to carry it out.
Carriers have been used nearly exclusively in power !

projection for the past 35 years. Will that continue |

to be the case? If we set aside strategic deterrence and

|

the possible NATO conflict, the Navy's next most :

important contribution to national security will be in
the Indian Ocean. Today and for the foreseeable fu-
ture, this country will have vita] national interests

which must be protected in thar area. The absence of !
proximate American or allied land bases excludesi
most static milicary options such as in-place armies

or air forces. The Navy presents the single means of
positioning our forces near enough to this nexus of
American interest to be able to respond to crises

quickly and to the-exact degree dictated by the cir- |

cumstances, -

It is axiomartic that where we have a vital national
interest we must also be able to deploy adequate
military power. But today we cannot bring adequate
military power to bear in the Indian Ocean and Per-
sian Gulf area, Recently, the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions summed up this situation accurately when he
said, “We have a three-ocean commitment and a
one-and-a-half ocean navy.” And you and I are the
ones who are clearly culpable. Over the past 20
years, we in the Navy have failed to lay out and
forcefully express a sound strategic concept for the
Navy while ochers, outside the Navy, with a faulced
but more persuasively argued concepr, have pre-
vailed. As a resule, monies to build the kind of Navy
we need have not been forthcoming.

We need three capabilities to be ready to defend
our interests in the Indian Ocean. First, we must be
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therz and be able to sray chere. Second, we need the
ability to put forces ashore—rto control some of the

territory if necessary. Third, we need the ability to |

use air power to defend forces that have been inserted
and to conduce air strikes. Only the Navy and the
Marine Corps can do these jobs. While the Army and
the Air Force can help, our sister services will always
be peripheral forces in this oceanic theater because of
the territorial inhibitions I have already mentioned.
Itisa long way around the periphery of the Indian
.Ocean from the Straic of Malacca, to India, down the
East Coasr of Africa, to the Cape of Good Hope. To

cover this area we will need lots of cacriers and lots of

amphibious ships. Without numbers, the odds of
being close enough to a crisis are too low. Ships are
slow. in terms of political decision-making. If one

|

makes a political decision today, even if the whole |

naval rask force can sustain a speed of 20 knots, it
rakes more than 22 days to steam from Norfolk to
the Persian Gulf. Tt is even farther for a Sixch Fleec
carrier from the Eastern Mediterranean. The primary
characteristic for carriers, then, is quanrity.

How do we got a lat of carriers? We get them— |

perhaps 24 carriers or more—by building them

smaller with fewer and less sophisticated aircraft.
Will smaller carriers and less sophisticated aircraft do

the job? Yes. First, because sea control in the Arlan-
tic and power projection in remote areas do not call
for the great numbers of aircraft or weapons per deck
with which we now operate. In neither case wiil we
face the Vietnam practice of dumping large amounts
of ordnance over long periods of time.

Secondly, we can go to lesser sophistication be- !

cause power projection in the furure will not require

aircraft with performance as high as that in the pasc. 5

We are surely approaching the day of real-time, re- '

motely controlled, unmanned, electronic and photo
sensors. Such sensors will allow us to remotely guide
unmanned weapons to fixed or moving targets ac any
distance. Therefore, high-performance aircrafe for
penetrating and evading air defenses will be less
necessary. We will simply stand off. Even for the air
defense intercepror role, the day of the dog fight died
with the AWG-9 radar and the Phoenix missile.
Weapons will do the maneuvering in the future.
Therefore, initially at leasc, we will need lots of Essex
(CV-9)-size carriers with catapults, generating toward

- 25,000-ton carriers with vertical and shore takeoff

and landing (V/STOL) aircrafr. There is a nice coinci-
dence here. The proliferation of small carriérs will
help us to be where we need co be in the Indian
Ocean in times shorr of general war, and the same
carriers would be capable of shifting to the Atlantic
in great numbers in time of general war.

More emphasis on sea control means not only that ;

we need different kinds of cacriers and aircraft, buc it
also means that we need to change our operating

habits. We need increased flexibility in flight opera- |

tions. We need to get away from cyclical operations
and oa to flexible deck operations. Who knows when
more strike or interceptor aircrafc might be needed?
We need to get away from 12 hours on and 12 hours

off flying and become self-sufficient throughout a

24-hour day because the threar will exist for 24
hours. If any skipper wants to count on his siscer
carriers to defend him for his 12 hours off, I think he

will change his mind when the chips are down. We

need to get away from thinking about alfa strikes and |

think in terms of maintaining and being able to
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augment a certain number of fighter antisubmarine
aircraft stations around every carrier and having 2
quick-reaction attack aircrafe potential.

[ hacdly expect unanimous agreement with this
philosophy. I may well be wrong. Perhaps we do
need large carciers and high-performance aircraft.
There are certainly good reasons for them. Hulls are
cheap, so why not build them big? Big decks are
safer and more flexible. Plenty of fuel and supplies
are needed when we must go deep into remote areas.
Curting down the logistics train is always desirable.
The seakeeping qualities of large carriers are needed
in the North Atlancic in winter. Large carriers are
better for defending themselves than smail. But
notice please. These are all tactical arguments. Well
the naval aviator may be corncerned with chem be-

cause of whose life will be at stake with the lesser
performance aircraft and smaller carriers that I think

we should have. But the first question, the key ques-
tion, must be what the strategic concept is behind
whar is becoming a small force cf large carriers with
high-performance aircraft. What will the U. 8. Navy
need to accomplish in the 1980s and 1990s that will
require Nimitz (CVN-68)-class ships that cannor be ac-
complished by smaller carriers? Only after we estab-
lish our strategic goals by defining the kinds and
amounts of air power that we believe the nation will
need from the sea can we address tactical issues like
sea-keeping and self-defense.

Let me emphasize that cheap is not cost-effective if
it will not do the job. Of all the arguments for large
carriers, the best, in my opinion, is that it may take
a large ship to handle all of the defensive weaponry
that will be needed. But even with that argument in
mind, | come down on the other side, on the side of
numbers rather than size. Numbers give room for
aterition. Numbers help confuse enemy rtargeting.
Larger numbers mean smaller sizes which rmean

smaller radar and heat signatures to confuse enemy |

targeting.  Highly miniacurized, lethal, defensive
weapons are in the offing and will make a small car-
rier a viable defensive bet.

What then is the minimum-size carrier which is
defensible under my strategic concept? What is the
minimun size under your strategic concept? To
make that judgment we must have a strategic con-
cept to start with, A strategic concept is the founda-
von of Jogic which gives coherence to an otherwise
complex and confusing plan of ship and plane sizes

and types. lc is a vital firse step, nor only for know- .

ing exactly what we are going to be called upon to
do in the years ahead, but for being able to sell those
convictions to the Congress and to the American

public so that an appropriate Navy can be adequately
funded.

In the past decade, the Navy has dwindled from

After graduation from the Naval Academy in
1946 and study at Oxford, Admiral Turner held
®A a variety of sea assignments, including command
¥ of a minesweeper, destroyer, guided missile frig-
ate, and a carrier task group in the Sixth Fleer.
Among his assignments as a flag officer were serv-
ice as President of the Naval War College, Com-
mander Second Fleet, aad Commander in Chief, Allied Forces
_Sauthern Europe. From 1977 to the present, he has been Di-
rector of Central Intelligence and head of the Central Intelligence
Agency. He retired from active duty in 1979.

just less than 1,000 ships to abour 450. It has gone

from about 2,700 combat aircraft to about 1,700.
Bur what is more important is that the rate of ship
and aircraflt procurement over the past decade will
not sustain a Navy even as small as today’s. All the

talk of increasing the size of the Navy in the years .

ahead, and the projected funding level that has been
sent to the Congress, is a loser. It is possible that

there may be a temporary upsurge in numbers for a
few years, but over the longer run, the mathematics

of inadequate procurement spelis shrinkage. If we

take the number of ships that we have actually pro- -

cured over the last ten years and which are pro-
grammed for the next five, it averages about 15 ships
a year. Average ship life, minesweeper to carrier, is
about 22 years; 22 times fifteen is 330 We are to-
day, for the last decade, for the next five, planning
to sustain a Navy of 330 ships. If 22 is too conserva-
tive, make it 25. You now have a 375-ship Navy.
Stretch it to 30 years. You now have a 430-ship
Navy, the same as we have today. We are not grow-
ing in ships, and the story in aircraft is much the
same.

Whar this tells us in unequivccal terms 1s that the
Congress of the Unired States and the American pub-
lic do not believe that the Unirted States requires 2
Navy of even 12 large carriers filled with sophisri-
cated aircraft. They are not giving us the wherewith-
al to maintain such a Navy. I can only conclude that
the strategic concept that we have used to support
our requests for large carriers and their aircraft has
not been persuasive. Accordingly, it is the responsi-
bility of each of us who cares about our Navy and irs
role in the security of this country to address this
issue of strategy.

If we do nothing, the Navy will conrinue to
shrink, and naval strategy will have to shrink with ir.
Perhaps you will tend toward my strategy—strategic
deterrence first, defense of the Atlantic sea-lanes sec-
ond, and power projection in the Indian Ocean
third—the first with ballistic missile submarines and
cruise missiles, the latter two with larger numbers of
less expensive carriers. Bur, it will be to no avail o
buy those small ships and lower performance asrcraft
if they cannot do the job. So, perhaps instead you
will want to refurbish the strategy for larger carriers
and persuade the Congress thar it should fund 12,
15, or 18 of them with full complements of high-
performance aircraft. 1 submit, however, that after
more than two decades of effort in that direction, we
should recognize that it is aa uphill batcle
Whichever route you choose, defining the job to be
done is the primary challenge we face. In my view,
that is the heart of turning the corner on the decline
of the U. S. Navy that we have witnessed in the past
decade. Thé numbers clearly show that ume. is run-
ning out on the U. S. Navy and with 1, the security
of our country.
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